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                                              Abstract 
 
This study provides information on various factors impacting kindergarten readiness. Survey 
information from six teachers and the families of 69 children is included. The study examines 
correlations among age at kindergarten entry and later academic and social skills, parent and 
teacher ratings of the importance of various dimensions of readiness, the relationship 
between parental characteristics and views on readiness, and the acceptance of transitional 
versus pre-kindergarten programs. Results indicate that age at entry had little effect on future 
academic performance or social skills. Parents and teachers differed in the ratings of the 
importance of four out of 14 readiness factors and three out of 13 home activities.  
Alternatives to current transitional and/or pre-kindergarten programs (such as lengthening the 
program, and providing transportation and/or wrap around child care) would not have 
changed interest levels for a majority of participants. Future implications are also discussed. 
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Introduction 
 
 Parents, teachers, and school personnel all have a vested interest in making sure 
school is a successful experience for all children. Given that kindergarten is often a child’s 
first introduction to the public school system, the need for school personnel and families to 
see eye to eye on matters such as what qualifies a child as “ready” for school is increasingly 
important. Recently, more and more attention has been given to the educational experiences 
available in the early childhood years, especially on providing quality opportunities to all 
children. Families are their child’s first teacher, so their input on matters of early childhood 
education is important as well. 
 In this regard, Bronfenbrenner’s (1998) bioecological model provides a good 
framework for the examination of the multiple aspects of children’s early development and 
education. This model stresses the importance of examining the actual contexts that children 
experience as well as all of the varying levels (or systems) that play a role in the overall 
development of a person. At the mircrosystem level, the real-life experiences that children 
have in various settings such as the classroom, child care, and at home are important to 
examine in terms of the role they play in a child’s development of readiness. Bronfenbrenner 
also discusses the importance of examining the relationship between the various 
microsystems experienced by children, such as the relationship between home and school or 
the teachers and the parents. How readiness is defined is also impacted by entities such as 
federal education legislation at the exosystem level.  
Background Information 
 A comparison among the findings from studies on different kindergarten transition 
programs is difficult because the field has yet to arrive at consistent terms to describe 
different types of kindergarten transition programs. Some studies have focused on the impact 
of preschool programs, sometimes labeled as pre-kindergarten programs that have been 
implemented to serve four-year-old children the year before they are eligible for enrollment 
in kindergarten. Typically part-day, nine-month programs offered by the public school, these 
programs sometimes are open to all age-eligible children (e.g., Gormley, 2005) while others 
are targeted to children at-risk for school failure, typically using criteria of family income or 
parental education.  
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 Other studies have focused on children who are age-eligible for kindergarten, but 
have not met some district-established readiness criterion prior to enrollment in kindergarten. 
Other studies have focused on children who have been recommended for retention following 
kindergarten on the basis of some first grade readiness criterion (e.g., Dennebaum & Kulbert, 
1995; Shepherd & Smith, 1987; Zepeda, 1993). Still others have focused on children who 
started kindergarten a year later because their parents chose to hold them back (i.e., red-
shirting) without any school input.  
Not only do the definitions of various programs differ between studies, but the 
districts that utilize these programs differ in the populations served, the type of intervention 
program, and the curriculum/classroom practices used. For example, Zepeda (1993) found 
that districts that retained children in kindergarten differed in curriculum and classroom 
practices from those that did not. Furthermore, children are not randomly assigned to these 
treatments: in some cases parents select different programs, and in some cases the program 
that children enroll in may be the only option. Also, children who are placed in these 
programs typically differ in developmental level and, sometimes, in 
cultural/linguistic/developmental level. These differences make it difficult to draw 
generalizations from the studies.  
Program Definitions 
To clarify the type of program studied, the remainder of this paper will use the 
following terms and definitions: 
Transitional kindergarten:  Transitional kindergarten programs are designed for 
children who are age-eligible to attend a traditional kindergarten program. These programs 
are typically recommended for children whom parents and/or educational personnel feel are 
not ready to begin formal kindergarten. Children in these programs are most often children 
with late spring/summer birthdays who would be among the younger students in their class. 
Although taught by a licensed teacher, these programs may vary in length of day and 
curriculum from the regular kindergarten program in the same district. Children who attend 
these transitional kindergartens are expected to also complete a year of the regular 
kindergarten program before progressing to first grade.  
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Prekindergarten: Pre-kindergarten is used to refer to programs for children who are 
not old enough to attend kindergarten. These programs may be based in many different 
locations and be operated by different organizations, such as child care centers, churches, or 
public schools. They also vary in the qualifications of the teachers, the length of day, the 
curricula, and in the population served (i.e., all preschool children or those at-risk for school 
failure).  
Red-shirting:  Red-shirting refers to the practice of holding a child who is by law old 
enough to enter kindergarten out for a year, resulting in the child beginning kindergarten one 
year older. Red-shirting is usually a parent decision without any school recommendation.  
Literature Review 
School Readiness 
 The concept of school readiness has been debated for many years (Scott-Little, 
Kagan, & Frelow, 2006). The definition of readiness may depend upon who is talking, as 
teachers, parents, and other professionals in the early childhood field often have very 
different views on the subject. Variation exists even among these sub-groups as well, as 
factors such as years of teaching experience, levels of education, age, income, and ethnicity 
have been shown to impact how readiness is viewed and defined (Lin, Lawrence, & Gorrell, 
2003, Kim, Murdock, & Choi, 2005). Previously, two separate definitions of readiness have 
often been utilized (Scott-Little, et al., 2006). “Readiness for learning” has sometimes been 
thought of as the extent to which a given child possesses the characteristics (i.e., skills, 
knowledge, and/or dispositions) required for success in school. From this point of view, 
younger children who may not be seen as “ready” for school right away may be more ready 
if they wait to enter kindergarten until they demonstrate that they have met certain 
developmental milestones. In contrast, a child’s age alone has often been used to determine 
his or her “readiness for school”, under the assumption that age indicates the presence of the 
characteristics required for success and that schools need to be ready for the children (as 
cited in Scott-Little, et al., 2006, Kim, et al., 2005). 
 More recently, definitions used to try and decide when a child is ready to begin 
kindergarten have grown to include areas such as communication abilities, overall health, and 
enthusiasm/curiosity for learning, in addition to academic/cognitive skills and 
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social/emotional development that earlier definitions of readiness already included (Hair, 
Halle, Terry-Humen, Lavelle, & Calkins, 2006; Wesley & Buysse, 2003). Parents’ and 
educational professionals’ opinions about what constitutes readiness may vary from one 
region to the next. As a result, professionals in the field have come to the consensus that the 
notion of readiness is complex and relational, depending on a multitude of factors such as 
what your geographic location in the country is and interplay between the school preparing to 
welcome new students and the families/communities involved in children’s early care and 
development (Scott-Little, et al., 2006, Graue, 2006). 
 Although members of the early childhood field may not all agree on how to define 
such a seemingly intangible concept as readiness, the importance of the topic itself is the 
subject of much less debate. Many of the indicators that make up most current definitions of 
readiness have been linked to outcomes and success in later life, and perceptions of readiness 
often play a large role in parents’ decisions about when to enroll their children and whether 
to retain or promote them at the end of their kindergarten year (Hair, et al., 2006; Kim, et al., 
2005). Problems agreeing on a definition of readiness lead to other issues as well. The lack of 
a clear definition for this topic often prohibits accurate measurement or evaluation of 
individual children’s readiness, and many tests designed for this purpose often fall short on 
measures of reliability and validity. The unpredictable nature of young children also makes it 
difficult to assess a concept such as readiness, as children are almost constantly growing and 
changing during their early years of development (Meisels, 2006). Graue (2006) argues that 
since readiness is more of a relational idea that can vary from one location to the next, 
achieving predictive validity for most readiness tests is not possible. Kim and Suen (2003) 
also support this point through their study on the predictive validity of assessment measures 
used in early childhood that found a lack of generalizability for many test measures. They 
found the predictive power of most early assessments to be more situation specific, and not 
generalizable to other settings. Furthermore, they concluded that readiness/cognitive tests 
that utilize judgmental rating scales may be a more accurate predictor of future performance 
than intelligence or achievement tests. To accurately assess the validity of a test of readiness, 
they argued, a common definition of readiness is needed. Despite these difficulties and 
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perhaps as a way to help resolve the differences, numerous researchers have examined the 
notion of school readiness. 
 Kim, Murdock, and Choi (2005) examined what parents believe regarding seven 
kindergarten readiness skills and how these beliefs correlate with their parenting routines. 
Using interview data from the 1993 National Household Education Survey (NHES), Kim, et 
al., looked at the school readiness beliefs and weekly home activities of 4,356 primarily 
Caucasian parents of preschool children. While the means for all seven school readiness 
items were rated as “more than somewhat important”, comparative results from ANOVA 
indicated that parents viewed items related to social interaction, such as sharing, turn-taking, 
and communication abilities, as more important than pre-academic skills like counting, fine 
motor skills, and letter naming abilities. 
 Cluster analysis was used to organize the parents into three groups, based on 
similarities in their beliefs regarding readiness. The “overall agreement” group believed all 
seven targeted skills were equally important. The “high standards” group was similar to the 
first group in that they perceived all seven skills as important, but rated them as even more 
essential to their children’s readiness than the first group. The third group (“low academic 
emphasis”) felt the social/emotional items were more important than academic skills (Kim, et 
al., 2005). 
 Chi-square and additional ANOVA analyses were also conducted on the NHES data 
in order to study the effects of demographic factors on parental beliefs. As a result of these 
analysis, Kim, et al. (2005) found that parents’ beliefs about readiness differed by their age 
group, education, income, and ethnicity. Parents in the high standards and low academic 
emphasis groups had higher income and more years of education than the parents in the 
overall agreement group.  In comparison with the overall agreement and high standard 
groups, the parents in the low academic emphasis group were older with more education and 
higher income levels. Also, the overall agreement group had a lower proportion of Asian or 
Pacific Islander parents.  
The chi-square results also indicated little agreement between the types of skills 
parents viewed as most important for readiness and the types of activities the parents took 
part in with their children at home. For instance, although parents in the high standards group 
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rated all areas of readiness as highly important, these parents were more likely to engage 
their children in activities that emphasized academic items.  
 Lin, Lawrence, and Gorrell (2003) examined how kindergarten teachers see school 
readiness. Their data came from 3,305 kindergarten teachers who completed self-
administered questionnaires in 1998 as part of the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-
Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K). Four items were used to form an academic expectations 
construct, with nine items making up a social expectations construct, and regression 
modeling used to analyze the data. The teachers participating in the ECLS-K rated social 
skills as more important to readiness than academic abilities; however, younger teachers and 
those from the South put more emphasis on the academic aspects of readiness. Other 
predictor variables, such as teacher ethnicity, level of education and certification, years of 
experience, and community size were not found to be statistically significantly related to 
teachers’ views of readiness. 
 Wesley and Buysse (2003) conducted 20 focus groups in North Carolina to 
investigate the differing beliefs about readiness of multiple groups, including parents, pre-
school and kindergarten teachers, and elementary principals. Similarities and differences 
among these four groups were found after transcript analysis. The majority of participants 
across all four groups emphasized social/emotional development over academic abilities and 
expressed similar thoughts about how children learn best before they even begin formal 
schooling. Many contributors also express frustration with the dearth of relevant experience 
many policy makers have, the increased emphasis on testing, and the lack of 
accommodations made for children with special needs, children from non-English speaking 
families, and children who have birthdays close to state age cut-offs.  
 More similarities were seen among the three groups of professionals in the focus 
groups (pre-kindergarten teachers, kindergarten teachers, and elementary principals). These 
groups frequently discussed the “push-down” of academics from upper grades, greater 
numbers of retentions in kindergarten, and the agreement that children learn by doing. 
Principals commented some on this trend as well, though not to the extent and with as much 
concern as parents and teachers. Concerns about the readiness of schools, such as facility 
needs, early childhood certification for all kindergarten teachers, age-cut off dates, and 
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keeping developmentally appropriate practices in classrooms, were expressed as well. These 
participants also stressed the important role that having quality experiences at home plays in 
children’s school readiness (Wesley & Buysse, 2003). 
 In addition to these similarities, different themes emerged for the sub-groups of 
participants. Although parents’ ideas on readiness were not as precisely defined as those of 
other groups, they did focus on the importance of learning experiences involving play and 
not just academics, stating that they were sometimes surprised by the increased expectations 
of schools in regard to academics (Wesley & Buysse, 2003). 
 Kindergarten teachers said social/emotional development was often overlooked in 
favor of academic skills that would be necessary for future assessments and frequently felt 
torn between their own beliefs and the expectations placed on them by the school and/or 
state. These participants also commented frequently about the lack of experiences at home 
for some children and the need for more universal preschool programming (Wesley & 
Buysse, 2003). 
 In a different look at what constitutes readiness, Scott-Little, Kagan, and Frelow 
(2006) studied the early learning standards from 46 states to see how they defined readiness. 
Cognitive/knowledge and language/communication related items were found in all 46 
documents, with social/emotional development and approach to learning items being the next 
most frequent. Standards reflecting physical health and motor skills were the least prevalent 
in the early learning documents. ANOVA was used to show that standards arising from state 
departments of education were less likely to include skills in the social/emotional and 
approach to learning areas than those created by other state agencies. 
 Although many authors have focused on what constitutes readiness, Hair, Halle, 
Terry-Humen, Lavelle, and Calkins (2006) tested the predictive power of readiness patterns 
at school entry on first grade outcomes. Using multiple data sources from the ECLS-K, over 
17,000 first time kindergarteners were assessed on four of the five aspects of school 
readiness set forth by the National Education Goals Panel:  1) physical health, 2) 
social/emotional development, 3) language development, and 4) cognitive development (the 
fifth aspect, approaches to learning, was not utilized in the first part of the study). Four 
models of school readiness were identified using cluster analysis. Thirty percent of children 
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were found to have “comprehensive positive development”, indicating above average scores 
on all four aspects of readiness. Children who scored above average on the health and 
social/emotional areas but below average on the language and cognitive aspects were 
identified as the “social/emotional and health strengths” group, representing 34% of the 
participants. The “social/emotional risk” group (13%) was below average on all four aspects, 
but considerably more so on the social/emotional development indicator. The final 22.5% 
were identified as belonging to the “health risk” model after receiving below average scores 
on language and cognition in addition to scoring notably lower on health related measures. 
 Hair, et al. (2006) classified the health and social/emotional risk groups as being at 
risk overall in terms of school readiness and continued their study by investigating social and 
academic outcomes at first grade for all four readiness groups. Direct assessments, as well as 
parent and teacher reports, were used as measures of child outcomes. In addition, items 
regarding child background characteristics (such as age, gender, race/ethnicity, birth weight, 
types of parents in the household, and household SES status) and kindergarten year 
experiences were examined. Data analyses were conducted using chi-square and logistic 
regression. In kindergarten, children in the comprehensive positive development and 
social/emotional and health strengths groups were less likely to have families with 
socioeconomic disadvantages. By the end of first grade, children from the two groups 
classified as at risk had the lowest accomplishments on all outcome measures; in contrast, 
children in the comprehensive positive development groups scored best on all outcomes. The 
authors interpreted their findings to support the need to ensure children enter kindergarten 
with the necessary skills and abilities to fall into one of the low risk groups, as this was a 
strong predictor of future school achievement. 
 In yet another perspective on the concept of readiness, Graue (2006) proposes that 
readiness should be viewed as the result of interaction between ready schools, ready 
family/community supports, and ready children. She argues for ready schools that are 
receptive, developmental, and inclusive, in addition to being accountable for all children. 
With all of the research and debate on this topic, the one consensus we are left with is the fact 
that in the absence of a universal definition, the very concept of readiness may change 
depending on the respondent and the community. In addition, various groups including 
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parents and education personnel generally view social interaction skills as more important 
than academic skills when assessing a child’s readiness, although there is some conflict 
between these views and the expectations placed upon children when they begin school by 
school administrators and state policy makers.  
 The lack of consistency across communities in kindergarten curriculum, learning 
standards, classroom practices (e.g., group size), program structure (e.g., half-day/full-day), 
readiness assessment procedures, and alternative placements available make it difficult to 
agree on one common definition of readiness that is applicable to all situations. Because 
definitions of readiness seem to depend in part on what children will be expected to do in 
whatever location they live, it is important to examine the match between parents’ ideas 
about readiness and teachers’ thoughts/the school curriculum in specific areas. 
Age at School Entry 
 The notion of “readiness” (although elusive in definition) is seen as important for 
young children beginning school, as is the age that children begin school. This is often the 
only legal requirement children must meet to enter the formal education system. The cut-off 
date (by which children must turn five to enter kindergarten) varies from state to state and 
ranges from June 1st-December 31st
 In an examination of entrance age’s effect on first grade reading and math 
performance, Morrison, Griffith, and Alberts (1997) found age at school entry by itself to be 
a poor predictor for later learning. Three groups of Canadian children were compared:  young 
first graders (born two months or less before the March 1
 (Dietz & Wilson, 1985; Narahara, 1998). Increasingly, 
more parents are waiting to send their children to school until they are older, but the research 
on how age at school entry affects later achievement is mixed (Morrison, Griffith, & Alberts, 
1997; McNamara, Scissons, & Simonot, 2004; Kundert, May, & Brent, 1995). Many state 
cut-off dates have also been moved back in recent years in what is frequently seen as a try 
(albeit usually unsuccessful) to reduce the range of ability levels seen in beginning 
kindergarten students (Narahara, 1998; West, Meek, & Hurst, 2000). Due to the high interest 
in this topic, many studies have been done in this area. 
st cut-off date), old kindergarteners 
(born two months or less after March 1st), and old first graders (those born two months or less 
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after March 1st
 ANOVA results of mean raw scores for reading and math indicated a statistically 
significant main effect for gender and a gender by group interaction where older first grade 
boys scored higher than older first grade girls on math assessments. In both reading and 
math, older first graders scored better than younger first graders, who in turn scored above 
older kindergarteners at both pre and post testing, although no statistically significant 
difference was found in the degree of improvement between the two first grade groups. The 
two first grade groups also showed degrees of improvement that were statistically 
significantly greater than the kindergarten students in both academic areas (Morrison, et al., 
1997). 
) utilizing three formal assessments of first grade reading and math 
achievement. 
 ANOVA was also used to compare background characteristics between the three 
original groups, as well as between the young first grade group, a group of children held out 
of kindergarten for a year, and a group of children retained in kindergarten. No major 
differences were found in either of these comparisons. When considering all of these results, 
Morrison, et al. concluded that simply beginning kindergarten at a young age, in and of itself, 
did not indicate a significant risk factor in terms of readiness as young first graders 
demonstrated as much growth as older students in the same grade and more growth than 
same-age peers in a lower grade. From this point of view, children would make the same 
amount of progress in one year’s time if they began school at a young age as if they waited 
until they were older. Children who were retained or held out of kindergarten for an extra 
year were not factored into this analysis, leading the authors to pose the possibility that 
children in either of these two groups may have achieved more than the groups studied. 
 Graue, Kroeger, and Brown (2003) used interview and observation techniques to 
track the experiences of 14 children at risk in terms of readiness for school. Five children 
delaying kindergarten entry, six children approximately the same age but entering 
kindergarten, and three children repeating kindergarten for a second year were followed in 
this study. Parents and school personnel shared some of the same thoughts about what a 
“typical” successful kindergartner might look like. Children who were older at school entry 
were perceived to be more successful, as these children were often seen as socially mature 
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enough to interact appropriately with peers yet function fairly independently in the 
classroom. Parents who chose to wait a year before sending their children to kindergarten 
also expressed concerns about the endurance of young children in relation to a full day of 
school. The final attribute described by the parents and school employees interviewed as part 
of this study dealt with the work habits of the “typical” kindergartener, such as the ability to 
transition well, make appropriate choices, solve problems, and engage in a range of activities 
at school-skills that are often more developed in older children. The kindergarten teacher of 
one of the younger children entering kindergarten commented specifically about these types 
of skills, while the teacher of a separate red-shirted child discussed the lack of these skills in 
the child who was waiting a year to begin kindergarten.  
 Martin, Foels, Clanton, and Moon (2004) investigated the relationship between what 
season children are born and later achievement results, incidence of retention, and diagnosis 
of specific learning disabilities (SLD). Connecting to prior research about the hindrances 
children born in the summer have in terms of achievement, the authors studied 2,768 students 
diagnosed with SLD in Georgia. Statistically significant results from one-way ANOVA 
indicated lower scores on standardized achievement tests and more retention for students 
born during the summer months. These students were also more likely to receive a diagnosis 
of SLD than children born during other seasons, as indicated by chi-square analysis. 
Although the authors presented a number of alternative hypotheses that could explain their 
results, they also stressed the implications for changes in state cut-off dates and age of 
children at school entry. Three alternatives presented by the authors as potential explanations 
for the study findings were the maturity, self-concept, and gestational hypotheses. Younger 
children may not achieve as well as classmates in school because they are less mature in a 
neurological sense (the maturity hypothesis), or because they have increased chances of 
experiencing negative internalizing feelings and more problematic social interactions with 
others due to their overall lower maturity levels (the self-concept hypothesis). Finally, the 
gestational hypothesis proposes that children born in the summer may not do as well as 
children born during other times of the year because the summer birthday children are fetuses 
during the winter, when more factors that may negatively impact the development of the 
central nervous system are prevalent. The authors suggest that the data and the gestational 
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hypothesis would favor having two entry points for kindergarten (such as fall and winter), 
though this idea would be difficult to implement from a practical standpoint.  
 IQ and achievement results of 471 students in grades 3-12 were studied by Kundert, 
May, and Brent (1995) to compare differences between students retained in early elementary 
and those who waited to enter kindergarten until they were older. A T-test showed 
significantly higher IQ scores for students who delayed entry, but ANCOVA indicated no 
significant difference between the two groups’ performances on achievement tests when test 
scores from the Cognitive Abilities Test were used as the covariate. These results, in 
conjunction with the small one-half standard deviation difference in IQ, led the authors to 
conclude that waiting until children are older does not necessarily result in greater 
achievement after controlling for IQ. A limitation to these results is the omission of any data 
related to whether the older and younger groups were comparable in IQ and in family 
background variables (e.g., family education, income, home language).  
 In an earlier study with similar results, Dietz and Wilson (1985) found no statistically 
significant differences in kindergarten readiness and second and fourth grade Iowa Test of 
Basic Skills scores for three groups of children with average ages of 62, 66, and 71 months at 
the beginning of kindergarten. Even though some differences were found with boys scoring 
significantly below girls, the interaction between age and gender was not statistically 
significant. The authors interpreted their findings to support other studies that found little 
correlation between school achievement and birth date. However, no information on family 
backgrounds of the children in the study was reported, and variance among entry cut-off 
dates and individual school policies led the authors to suggest a need for local investigations 
on the topic of age at school entry. 
 McNamara, Scissons, and Simonot (2004) investigated how the reading readiness 
abilities of 625 kindergarten children in Canada varied as a function of their age (as 
measured in months). Quartiles were used in the age comparisons, with the mean ages being 
65.6, 69.7, 72.5, and 76.5 months, respectively in the spring of kindergarten. Individual tests 
of phoneme identity, rhyming, sound blending, letter name knowledge, and letter-sound 
correspondence were given in May of the kindergarten year. The correlations between age 
and performance on each of the measures of pre-reading abilities were all statistically 
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significant with the exception of rhyming, but weak in their strength. After conducting 
ANOVA tests, statistically significant differences between age groups were found for upper 
and lower case letter knowledge, as well as letter-sound correspondence, indicating that 
children may perform better on some, but not all, aspects of reading readiness if they are 
older when beginning school. The authors interpreted these findings by stating that red-
shirting may help with some areas of development. 
 Freberg’s (1991) study of 284 kindergarten children in California indicated some 
support for delaying kindergarten entry as well. Statistically significant correlations between 
chronological age and later performance on the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) in the 
spring of kindergarten, as well as correlations between readiness testing results obtained prior 
to school entry (developmental age) and later SAT performance was calculated. Statistically 
significant agreement scores signified the ability of chronological and developmental age to 
predict later success on achievement tests. Freberg concluded by suggesting that using an 
appropriate screening measure could help identify those students likely to benefit from and 
be successful in a traditional classroom.  
Stipek and Byler (2001) undertook another study in this area, examining the academic 
and social outcomes of 237 children classified as “young”, “intermediate”, or “old” based on 
the distance between their date of birth and the state cut-off for kindergarten attendance. 
ANCOVA results for kindergarten literacy and math scores found statistically significantly 
higher scores for the older group (as compared to the young students), in addition to better 
teacher relationships for older students when compared to both other age groups. By third 
grade, the social measures still indicated statistically significantly better (albeit relatively 
small effect sizes) outcomes for the older group, though the academic differences had faded. 
The authors concluded that the lower performance of younger children often seen in the first 
few years of school usually fades by third grade, citing no need to set the cutoff date for 
kindergarten entry earlier in the year. 
 A second set of analysis was conducted by the same authors, utilizing 54 matched 
pairs of children who were the same age but had entered kindergarten in two different years. 
Students who began school when they were younger scored significantly higher on math (but 
not literacy) assessments, in addition to having higher self-ratings of their academic abilities. 
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Again, analyses of third grade scores did not reveal any statistically significant differences 
(Stipek & Byler, 2001). The authors concluded that there is more of an advantage to be had 
from additional instruction (received by children who began school at a younger age) than 
the gain received from being chronologically older and more developed biologically at 
school entry. 
 Finally, Oshima and Domaleski (2006) looked at the performance gap for summer 
and fall birthday students in terms of academics. ECLS-K date from 3000 “young” (June-
August birthdates) and “old” (September-December birthdates) kindergarten students was 
examined, in addition to reading and math data from state-level tests. Independent t-tests 
showed a moderate effect size of about .50 for academics, favoring older kindergarten 
students and decreasing slightly from fall to spring of the kindergarten year. Significant 
differences between the young and old group decreased through the years, but continued until 
grade 5. Statistically significant changes in the R2 
Oshima and Domaleski also found that variation in age was equally or more 
important than gender differences in early elementary school. Because children whose 
parents chose to postpone school entry were not part of this study, the authors concluded that 
judgments about when to send a child to school should be examined on more of an individual 
basis. 
values (i.e., percentage of variance 
accounted for) also showed that age was a better predictor of reading and math performance 
after race and gender were controlled.  
 Although numerous studies exist about the effects of age on later school performance, 
their results are inconsistent. Parents of children born close to the state cut-off date are, in 
most cases, left with three options:  send a young five-year-old to kindergarten (with the 
possibility of the child being retained and spending two years in kindergarten or the hope that 
a targeted intervention to meet the child’s needs may be available in the classroom), hold the 
child out of kindergarten for a year, or enroll the child in a transitional program (if available). 
Each of these options, and their pros and cons, will be considered next. 
Retention 
 If parents opt to send a young five-year-old to kindergarten, there is sometimes the 
fear that the child may be retained to repeat kindergarten at the end of the year. The number 
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of students retained for a second year of kindergarten has increased in recent years (Frey, 
2005), partly due to a call to end “social promotion” of students who have not yet mastered 
grade-level expectations, and partly because of the higher academic expectations of 
kindergarten created by the push-down of the curriculum (Zepeda, 1993). Data from the 1995 
National Household Education Survey stated that around 5% of children across the country 
spent an extra year in kindergarten (West, Meek, & Hurst, 2000). However, the authors did 
not state whether these children had been retained in kindergarten, or enrolled in a 
transitional program that resulted in a two-year kindergarten experience. Numerous research 
studies have found that students held back in kindergarten are more likely to be younger 
minority boys from lower SES homes and those children with a diagnosed developmental 
delay and greater inattention/hyperactivity problems (Frey, 2005; Graue, Kroeger, & Brown, 
2003; Mantzicopoulos & Morrison, 1990; West, et al., 2000; Zepeda, 1993) 
 Kindergarten retention is usually recommended as a way to help students who 
struggled to master the skills and concepts taught in the first year to “catch-up” before 
moving on to first grade, but retention is frequently a controversial topic for families and 
schools alike (Shepard & Smith, 1987; Silberglitt, Jimerson, Burns, & Appleton, 2006; 
Zepeda, 1993). Opponents argue that simply duplicating the same experiences again for 
another year will not help if the child was not successful the first time around 
(Mantzicopoulos & Morrison, 1990), and the majority of research in this area fails to provide 
much, if any, support for retention practices, citing social/emotional difficulties and few 
lasting educational benefits for retainees (Dennebaum & Kulberg, 1994; Frey, 2005; Graue, 
et al., 2003; West, et al., 2000; Zepeda, 1993). 
 Zepeda (1993) examined background differences between children retained in 
kindergarten and the kindergarten population as a whole in central California, in addition to 
the connections between retainees and the type of kindergarten curriculum/classroom these 
students experienced. Chi-square analysis of demographic data for 478 kindergarten students 
revealed that retained children were more likely to be non-English speaking ethnic minorities 
from lower income female headed homes who lacked previous preschool enrollment.  
 MANOVA was also used to analyze the curriculum/classroom activities of the 54 
kindergarten teachers involved in this project. Teachers from schools that frequently retain 
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kindergarten students were more likely to engage in academic focused whole groups tasks 
categorized as developmentally inappropriate by the Classroom Practice Inventory 
assessment. On the other hand, teachers from schools with low retention rates utilized more 
developmentally appropriate classroom practices with small group and individual teaching 
(Zepeda, 1993). 
 Smith and Shepard (1988) conducted a qualitative analysis of 40 kindergarten 
teachers regarding their beliefs and practices about retention. Nineteen of the teachers 
interviewed were classified as having primarily nativist philosophies, characterized by the 
belief that children’s development of school readiness is a stage process that can only be 
furthered through the passage of time. Smith and Shepard concluded that these teachers were 
significantly more likely to retain children than teachers from the other three groups, which 
were more environmentally-focused philosophies. 
 Despite the wide range of beliefs expressed by the teachers, many were in favor of 
delaying progression to first grade by retention or other means for children seen as immature. 
The teachers listed several advantages to this extra year, such as: maturity, development of 
leadership skills, and prevention of future retention and /or behavior difficulties, with only 
minor and/or temporary drawbacks, if any. However, parents, who were also interviewed, 
talked about many disadvantages, including children’s feelings of frustration and shame, 
physical size differences, teasing, boredom, and parental feelings of failure when asked to 
describe the pros and cons of having their child (ren) retained. The advantages to retention 
that were expressed by parents were similar to those of the teachers (Smith & Shepard, 
1988). Smith and Shepard stated a need for future research on the justification of the different 
belief styles expressed by teachers (most notably their positions on nativism) and the effects 
that such strong beliefs may have on teachers’ practices.  
 Shepard and Smith (1987) also conducted quantitative research to examine how 
children repeating kindergarten would have fared if progressing on to first grade with their 
classmates. Forty first graders who had been retained for an additional year of kindergarten 
and a group of 40 control children matched by gender, date of birth, SES factors, and 
performance on a test of developmental skills given at the beginning of kindergarten were 
studied via the use of standardized test scores and teacher reports. Seven outcome measures 
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were evaluated at the end of first grade, when one group had finished two years of school, 
while the children in the retained group were finishing their third year. Retainees showed the 
equivalence of a one-month gain in reading scores over non-retained children, the only 
statistically significant difference found in the seven areas examined. However, Smith and 
Shepard concluded that children who spent two years in kindergarten were reported to have a 
more negative attitude towards school (although the difference was small), the only major 
difference reported from the parent-report portion of the study. The authors concluded that 
school districts need to reconsider retention policies, as little or no academic benefit was 
found for children who repeated kindergarten. 
 Dennebaum and Kulberg (1994) compared the later school performance of students 
who had repeated kindergarten, children who enrolled in a transitional program between 
kindergarten and first grade, children who proceeded to first grade despite retention 
recommendations, and children who went to first grade with no teacher concerns. Ninety-five 
Rhode Island fourth and fifth graders were evaluated using two standardized measures of 
school performance. Through the use of ANOVA, the authors found that the children 
retained in kindergarten scored significantly lower than the other three groups in reading and 
math. They concluded that the children who were placed in the transitional program between 
kindergarten and first grade also did not show any significant advantages when compared to 
the two groups of children who went directly to first grade after kindergarten. Socioeconomic 
backgrounds of the various groups of children were not examined in this study. However, the 
authors propose the need to examine alternatives to retention such as providing additional 
assistance in the regular classrooms for students at risk of school failure. 
 In a slightly different twist on the subject of retention, Silberglitt, Jimerson, Burns, 
and Appleton (2006) measured the growth rates (in terms of words read correctly per minute) 
of children retained in grades kindergarten-second versus students held back in later grades 
(third-fifth). This study was done in response to the notion that retention, when done early, 
might be seen as a preventative measure and thereby less harmful than later retention. Forty-
nine students from Minnesota were part of this study, which, through the use of hierarchical 
linear modeling, found no positive benefits for students retained earlier in their school 
careers. The growth rate for the early retainees was more linear, as compared to the 
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curvilinear trend seen in children retained later, but the overall trends were very similar. The 
authors concluded that retaining students earlier in their school career was not more effective 
than later retention. 
 Researchers have consistently concluded that in-grade retention does not improve 
children’s academic skills and has negative impacts on social-emotional development. 
Additional research on alternative interventions to improve children’s school performance is 
needed. As an alternative to repeating the same grade, programs designed for children prior 
to kindergarten entry have been developed. Literature on this topic will be discussed next. 
Impact of Transitional Kindergarten 
 One of the early schooling options available in some school districts is a transitional 
kindergarten program (sometimes referred to as developmental, alternative, or pre-
kindergarten). The structure and availability of these programs varies widely, although 
funding and enrollment in such programs has been on the rise in recent years (Gormley, 
Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; Magnuson, Ruhm, & Waldfogel, 2007). Transitional 
kindergarten programs in general are designed to help children learn the skills necessary to 
succeed in school, and students enrolled in transitional kindergarten are typically children 
who are eligible to attend kindergarten based on their state’s age requirement. Parents of 
these children, as a result of teacher and/or parent concerns, opt for an additional year of 
schooling before enrolling their children in a traditional kindergarten program. As a result, 
transitional kindergarten children are often young five-year-olds, typically with late spring or 
summer birthdays (Gormley, et al., 2005). In the Guthrie Center School District, children old 
enough to attend kindergarten the following year participate in a two day kindergarten round-
up in the spring preceding their entry into kindergarten. During these two days, the children 
participate in the activities that  make up a “typical” kindergarten day, and school staff 
conduct a district-developed screening assessment on areas such as academic skills (i.e. 
counting, color/shape recognition), motor skills, communication (i.e. expressing wants/needs 
effectively), and social development (i.e. getting along with others, following directions). 
Following round-up, all families receive a letter that discusses how their child did during the 
two days of round-up. Individual conferences are held with any families that request it or 
express a concern about their child’s development, as well as families that the teachers would 
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like to meet with to discuss any concerns they may have. Whether or not to enroll a child in 
the transitional kindergarten program is a decision that is ultimately made by the families. 
 The demand for such programming has risen fairly recently, in large part as a result of 
increasing academic demands being placed on children in kindergarten programs 
(Mantzicopoulos & Morrison, 1990). Many parents, especially those more well educated and 
affluent parents whose children fall close to the state age cutoff, want another option for their 
children besides traditional preschool programs, which often only operate for a few hours a 
few days per week. With the development of transitional kindergarten programs, however, 
comes the question of their effectiveness. Debate exists about how to find and determine the 
most effective and appropriate program for young children (Mantzicopoulos & Morrison, 
1990). The literature on the effectiveness of transitional kindergarten programs, however, is 
not as plentiful as is the evidence for early intervention (Magnuson, et al., 2007). Previous 
research on transitional kindergarten has indicated both positive and negative outcomes for 
young children, often more sizeable in the short rather than long term range, although studies 
are hampered by issues such as non-representative samples, selection bias, and inappropriate 
testing materials (Magnuson, et al., 2007, Gormley, Jr., et al., 2005) 
 The major limitation in much of the research in this area is the relatively loose 
definition of the term pre-kindergarten and the wide variety that exists in early childhood 
programming. Some studies classify any outside the home educational experiences prior to 
kindergarten as “pre-kindergarten”, so many of the children studied are four years or younger 
and not eligible to attend kindergarten for one or more years. In a review of alternative 
programs, Buntaine and Costenbader (1997) pointed out the dearth of research focused 
specifically on alternative programs for kindergarten age-eligible children. 
Currently accepted findings on the topic of pre-kindergarten programs targeted to 
children one year before they are age eligible for kindergarten (as opposed to transitional 
programs for kindergarten age-eligible children) include higher effectiveness and quality for 
model as opposed to public programs, positive effects on language and cognitive 
development from higher-quality programs, and increased quality in school-based compared 
to other types of child care programs. Some studies have also demonstrated that pre-
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kindergarten programs may be particularly beneficial for non-white children and those from 
lower-income households (as cited in Gormley, Jr., et al., 2005). 
Magnuson, Ruhm, and Waldfogel (2007) used data from the Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study (ECLS) to evaluate the effects pre-kindergarten, in contrast to 
alternative/transitional kindergarten, had on children’s readiness for school. The ECLS study 
included a nationally representative group of approximately 10,000 children who were 
enrolled in kindergarten in the fall of 1998. Parental report was used to determine the number 
of children attending pre-kindergarten, which was defined in the study to refer to school 
based programs or publicly funded state programs housed in other non-school locations. 
Preschool was defined as center-based child care programs. Other groups included children 
enrolled in Head Start, children receiving parental care, and children cared for by other non-
parental persons. Outcome measures of individually administered math and reading tests 
from the fall of kindergarten and the spring of first grade were examined for a cohort of 
children who entered kindergarten in the fall of 1998, in addition to teacher reports of 
classroom behavior. Small but statistically significant effect sizes (at school entry) of .12 for 
reading and .10 for math were reported for children enrolled in pre-kindergarten programs. 
Children who attended pre-kindergarten were also more likely to exhibit higher levels of 
aggressive behaviors than children in other settings. The positive academic outcomes of pre-
kindergarten attendance faded by the end of first grade, while the negative effects on 
behavior were found to rise at that point in time. 
Additionally, findings from Magnuson, et al. (2007) included larger effects of 
prekindergarten for children from disadvantaged homes, less negative effects on behavior for 
children attending pre-kindergarten programs based in the same school where the child will 
attend kindergarten and greater effects for children attending pre-kindergarten as compared 
to pre-school programs. The authors speculate that this may be due in part to higher quality 
in these programs. Again, however, the authors caution that the interpretation of their 
findings are limited by the loose definition of pre-school versus pre-kindergarten 
programming and relying on parental report to differentiate between the two. It may be that 
the use of such a pre-kindergarten program might be more effective in developing children’s 
readiness skills than either grade retention or an alternative (i.e., developmental) kindergarten 
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program. However, interpretation of these findings is difficult because the authors did not 
distinguish between programs serving all prekindergarten children (e.g., Gormley, 2005), and 
those targeting only those at risk for school failure. More research is needed to clarify which 
particular groups of children may benefit the most from pre-kindergarten programs. 
 Buntaine and Costenbader (1997) studied children age eligible for kindergarten that 
enrolled in an alternative kindergarten program. A retrospective examination was done on the 
school records of about 1200 fourth and fifth grade students from suburban upstate New 
York. This primarily Caucasian, upper-middle class school offered a “Developmental Young 
Kindergarten Program” to children who met certain chronological age guidelines and 
received a rating of “developmentally immature” when screened with the Gesell School 
Readiness Test (GSRT) before beginning kindergarten. After examining the school records to 
exclude children who moved into or out of the district or were retained prior to grade three, 
the authors selected 90 pairs of children who were matched on gender, date of birth, and 
developmental age score on the GSRT. Both children selected had received scores in the 
range of developmentally immature on the GSRT, with one child attending the Young 
Kindergarten program and the other enrolling directly in traditional kindergarten. Outcome 
measures for this study were second grade raw scores for math and reading on the norm-
referenced Stanford Achievement Test, third grade raw scores for math and reading on the 
norm-referenced Pupil Evaluation of Progress, selection for a remedial reading program in 
first grade, recommendations to the building level Pupil Service Team, and placement in 
special education programs. 
 Using ANOVA, no statistically significant differences between the children attending 
the transitional program and those progressing directly to kindergarten were found in terms 
of academic test scores. Analyses of gender differences also showed no statistically 
significant findings either. Chi square analysis also revealed no statistically significant 
differences between the groups in terms of frequencies for the last three outcome measures. 
The authors concluded that the extra year program was not beneficial to children, and that 
schools should focus more effort on making their early childhood classes meet the many 
diverse needs seen in a group of young children. Suggestions given by the authors include 
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smaller classes, less rigid grouping, and more individualization of instruction and curriculum 
(Buntaine & Costenbader, 1997). 
In a study with somewhat opposite results, Phillips (1992) examined the academic 
performance, social competency, and self-perception of children at-risk for school failure; 
however, the author did not identify the specific criteria used for this assessment. Three 
groups totaling 147 Virginia children were part of this study:  those who attended a 
developmentally oriented kindergarten program for a year followed by a more academic 
focused kindergarten, those who attended the more academic focused kindergarten originally 
and were retained in kindergarten, or those who progressed from the academic kindergarten 
to third grade with no retention were compared after four years of schooling. Regression 
analysis was used to examine potential differences between the three groups, which were 
then adjusted for in the ANCOVA analysis. When comparing the developmental 
kindergarten and the retained groups, statistically significant positive results were found for 
the developmental kindergarten students on eight of nine academic measures, both of the two 
social competency outcomes, and three of the four self-perception measures. The 
performance of developmental kindergarten and the non-retained groups were comparable 
for eight of nine academic areas, one of the two social competency measures, and one of the 
four self-perception items. Although the authors caution that the effect sizes for these 
differences were small, positive benefits did exist for most of the students attending the 
developmental kindergarten program over both the retained and the non-retained children. 
Significant interactions found in the data analyses revealed that the developmental 
kindergarten program was less effective for males, as well as black children. The authors 
stated a need for future research to explore what types of programs are effective for different 
sub-groups of the student population.  
 Mantzicopoulos and Morrison (1990) compared three groups of children: transitional 
kindergarten students, students recommended for retention at the end of their first 
kindergarten year, and students recommended for promotion to first grade at the end of their 
first kindergarten year) on a number of outcome measures. These measures assessed areas 
such as visual motor skills, socioeconomic status, popularity with peers, inattention, 
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impulsivity, and hyperactivity. The Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children and Stanford 
Early School Achievement Test were also used to assess intelligence and literacy skills. 
 ANOVA was used to analyze data in this study. Students in the transitional 
kindergarten and retention-recommended groups were significantly younger than the 
promotion-recommended children and received significantly lower scores on measure of 
reading/decoding. The transitional kindergarten and retention-recommended groups also 
demonstrated lower scores on the visual motor tasks. Behaviorally, the retention-
recommended children had significantly more behavior problems, and, along with the 
transition kindergarten children, were rated by their teachers as significantly less popular. 
Overall, high levels of similarities were found between the transition kindergarten and 
retention-recommended groups, with the exception of more behavior problems for retained 
students (Mantzicopoulos & Morrison, 1990). However, in light of the findings of Zepeda 
(1993) and others that these groups confound type of intervention with family education, 
income, and home language, the lack of random assignment to the three groups of children 
makes it difficult to draw conclusions from this study.  
The lack of evidence in general on the effectiveness of transitional or alternative 
kindergarten programs, in addition to the sometimes contradictory findings of the few 
research studies (due in large part to the relatively short history of these types of programs), 
both point to a need for more information and study in this area.  
Red-shirting 
 The third option available to parents concerned about their child’s readiness is to wait 
a year before sending him/her to kindergarten. This practice, known as “red-shirting”, has 
become more common in recent years, with estimated occurrence rates at 7-9% of all age-
eligible children (Frey, 2005; Graue & DiPerna, 2000; Graue, Kroeger, & Brown, et al., 
2003; Oshima & Domaleski, 2006; West, Meek, & Hurst, 2000). Proponents of waiting a 
year cite the practice as a preventative measure for the potential negative effects of 
subsequent retention (Frey, 2005; Graue & DiPerna, 2000; Kundert, May, & Brent, 1995). 
Research has shown, however, that this phenomenon has not been applied equally to the 
entire population of young children. Red-shirting is more likely to occur with young 
Caucasian boys, children perceived as less mature, and children from higher SES families 
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(Frey, 2005; Graue & DiPerna, 2000; Graue, et al., 2003; Narahara, 1998; West, et al., 2000). 
Diamond, Reagan, and Bandyk (2000) also found that more educated parents used red-
shirting at a greater rate than did less educated parents. 
 Parent’s reasons for holding their children out of school also vary. In a review of 
research on red-shirting, Marshall (2003) cited studies that listed such rationale as: feeling 
their child was socially immature, the desire to provide their child with a “good start” to the 
schooling experience, wanting their child to be “at the top of the class”, and increasing the 
child’s self-esteem by waiting. Although some parents believe red-shirting will help shield 
their child from unnecessary stress that might be caused by early entry into what has become 
as increasingly academic kindergarten curriculum (Shepard, 1997), others feel that, although 
their child may have the necessary academic skills, their child needs time to increase his/her 
attention span and develop skills such as listening, confidence, and following directions 
(Diamond, et al., 2000, Graue & DiPerna, 2000). In the literature, red-shirting refers to a 
choice by parents, not school officials, to delay kindergarten enrollment. However, pressure 
from communities, family members, the media, and sometimes even schools may also play a 
role in parents’ decisions about school entry (Graue & DiPerna, 2000; Shepard, 1997). 
 Noel and Newman (2003) conducted a qualitative analysis of the reasons given by 15 
New York mothers who chose to hold their age-eligible children out of school for an 
additional year. Two distinct patterns of reasoning emerged from these interviews. Seven of 
the mothers chose to red-shirt their children because of their own personal beliefs and/or 
prior experiences. These mothers expressed beliefs that older children in general perform 
better in school, are more mature in terms of emotional development, and are more ready to 
learn than younger children. The mothers’ previous experiences, including reflections on 
their own childhood and professional work experiences played a bigger role in the decision to 
delay school entry than specific characteristics of their individual child. In contrast, the 
remaining eight mothers based their decision to red-shirt on factors related to their particular 
child rather than their philosophies on child development in general. Possible developmental 
concerns, diagnosed special needs, lower frustration levels, emotional immaturity, behavior 
problems and adjustment issues in preschool/daycare, low confidence, non-compliance, and 
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concerns about their child’s progress in preschool or ability to meet high kindergarten 
expectations were all cited as reasons to wait a year by mothers in the second group. 
What may not always factor into parent’s decision making process to the extent that it 
possibly should, is the question of whether or not red-shirting actually helps alleviate any of 
the previously stated concerns. Research in this area is often inconsistent (Cameron & 
Wilson, 1990; Kundert, et al. 1995; Oshima & Domaleski, 2006); researchers frequently 
describe some academic and/or behavioral positive outcomes that fade after a few years (e.g, 
Oshima & Domaleski, 2006). One perhaps unintended outcome of red-shirting has been an 
increase in the range of both ages and abilities in kindergarten classrooms. When some 
children wait until age six to start kindergarten while others are entering having just turned 
five, the risk that academic expectations will rise even higher to meet the abilities and needs 
of the older children occurs. This may also happen as a result of parents pushing for activities 
to “challenge” their older children who were red-shirted (Frey, 2005; Graue & DiPerna, 
2000; Marshall, 2003; Narahara, 1998; Oshima & Domaleski, 2006; Shepard, 1997). In 
contrast, some authors (e.g., Marshall, 2003) have argued that children should start school as 
soon as possible so that they can begin benefiting from the experience and instruction that is 
provided at school. 
 As discussed earlier, research findings on the impact of red-shirting are not 
consistent. Graue and DiPerna (2000) examined these effects for approximately 8500 
Wisconsin students, in addition to looking at the occurrence of red-shirting and the 
backgrounds of red-shirted children. They found about 7% of the population had been held 
out of kindergarten for a year and confirmed the notions of more young boys being held out, 
although ethnic differences were not found. In terms of later school achievement, children 
who waited a year to begin kindergarten did not perform significantly better or worse than 
children who started school a year younger. 
 Cameron and Wilson (1990) undertook a project to examine how age and/or gender 
impacted later academic performance of 191 children who were red-shirted plus young, 
intermediate, and older five-year-old kindergarteners based on closeness of birthdays to the 
cut-off date. Scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and Cognitive Ability Test were 
compared in second and fourth grades using ANCOVA procedures. In second grade, the 
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older group of five-year-olds performed significantly better than did the other three age 
groups; analyses also showed a significant main effect for gender that benefited girls. By 
fourth grade, however, the scores of the older group of five-year-olds were only statistically 
significantly better than those of the young five-year-old group. The authors concluded that 
red-shirting did not seem to provide students with any significant academic benefits. 
 Data from the 1993 and 1995 NHES indicated that red-shirted children were the 
recipients of less negative teacher feedback and fewer parental reports of performance 
problems at school. This study also found significant differences in the 1993 school 
performance data favoring children who had been red-shirted as compared to children who 
were retained and spent two years in kindergarten (West, et al., 2000). West failed to report 
whether these three groups were comparable in family background characteristics such as 
income and education. This distinction is important because previous research (e.g., Zepeda, 
19xx) has shown that, while red-shirted children tend to come from better-educated, more 
affluent parents, retained children tend to come from families with lower levels of education 
and income. Therefore without controlling for such variables, or randomly assigning children 
to conditions (which is unlikely to occur due to family preferences), it is impossible to 
conclude that the differences between the groups results from their kindergarten experience 
or from differences in family background.  
Lincove and Painter (2006) used data from the National Educational Longitudinal 
Study of 1988 to examine the long range outcomes (such as eighth grade achievement scores, 
drop-out rates, and future wage earnings) of children who began school at differing ages. 
Approximately 5,500 students were divided into three groups:  young at school entry, older at 
school entry (5 ½ years or older), and red-shirted. Overall, red-shirted students did not 
perform better than the younger group of students, while many similarities were found 
between the young and old groups of children. Students who were red-shirted were more 
likely to drop out of high school, less likely to attend college, and had lower wage earnings in 
future years than the other two comparison groups. These results are particularly striking 
because prior research has shown that red-shirted children tend to come from more affluent, 
more well-educated families. However, the authors did not report SES characteristics of the 
three groups; it may be that these red-shirted children also had significant developmental 
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disabilities that both resulted in their red-shirted status and also interfered with their 
academic progress.  
 Although the research on the topic of red-shirting does not usually indicate many 
long-term benefits, current studies may not be getting at the most important aspect of this 
issue. As pointed out by Diamond, et al. (2000), the over-riding influence on whether or not 
parents wait to send their child to school may really be whether or not the parents have 
access to quality alternatives in terms of child care or alternative early childhood programs if 
they feel their child is not ready for formal schooling In combination with Graue and 
DiPerna’s (2000) suggestion that red-shirting may have different outcomes for different 
categories of children, research is needed to determine which children might profit from 
having an extra year prior to regular kindergarten and what type of program would best meet 
the needs of these children. Meisels (2006) echoes this point as well, stating that information 
on both the structure of a program and the activities and interactions that occur in or during 
the program is necessary in order to determine what types of programs will be beneficial for 
different groups of children. Another key, as cited in Holloway (2003), is what alternatives 
are available if parents choose to wait a year, as the encounters a child has during this extra 
year may turn out to be the deciding factor in the debate about school readiness and what age 
children should begin kindergarten. One challenge in the red-shirting literature is that red-
shirting is consistently chosen only by parents with more education, and rejected by parents 
with less education. Thus, the impact of red-shirting appears to inevitably result in more 
heterogeneity in the kindergarten class. 
Rationale 
 As discussed earlier, research results in this area are conflicting. We know that 
readiness is both hard to define and hard to measure. In general, social skills are seen as more 
vital to readiness concepts than academic factors by both parents and educators, but this can 
vary in different demographic groups and has little connection to the types of activities 
parents engage in with their children. These social aspects, however, are less likely to be 
included in state early learning standards for young children (Scott-Little, et al., 2006). 
According to some estimates, approximately one-third of children beginning kindergarten are 
seen as at-risk in some manner (be it social, emotional, health, or academic factors) and 
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perform lower than their non-at-risk peers on various assessments at the end of first grade 
(Hair, et al., 2006).  
 Multiple options exist in terms of kindergarten entry, but again, research on these 
options is often scant or inconclusive. Even though more children are currently beginning 
kindergarten at an older age, some researchers have found that age alone is not a strong 
predictor of later school success. Parents and school personnel often view older children as 
better prepared for school, but some of the positive benefits demonstrated by older children 
have been shown to fade in middle to late elementary years. Kindergarten retention rates 
have increased in recent years, especially for younger minority boys from lower SES homes 
and those children with a diagnosed developmental delay and greater 
inattention/hyperactivity problems (Frey, 2005; Graue, et al., 2003; Mantzicopoulos & 
Morrison, 1990; West, et al., 2000; Zepeda, 1993), but with few lasting positive benefits 
found. A relatively new option, transitional kindergarten programs, has shown somewhat 
short-term and contradictory results in a very limited research base. The practice of red-
shirting has also increased in recent years, more so for young Caucasian boys, children 
perceived as less mature, children with more educated parents, and children from higher SES 
families (Diamond, et al., 2000; Frey, 2005; Graue & DiPerna, 2000; Graue, et al., 2003; 
Narahara, 1998; West, et al., 2000). A multitude of reasons exist for this practice, but there is 
a need for more information about how the practices of red-shirting and enrolling children in 
transitional kindergarten programs affect specific demographic groups, because the 
examinations of overall effects has been limited and inconsistent.  
 The information collected in this study will add to the literature in this area by 
providing additional information about how parents make the decision of when to enroll their 
child in kindergarten and what factors parents see as important for children’s readiness for 
school. Additionally, the link between children’s prior educational experiences, date of birth, 
and future school performance will be explored. 
Research Questions 
1. Does date of birth/age at kindergarten entry predict later academic success after 
controlling for parental education? 
2. Does date of birth/age at kindergarten entry predict later social skill development? 
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3. What factors do parents and teachers see as most important for their child’s school 
readiness? 
4. How do parent characteristics (e.g., education, employment status)/actions relate to 
their view of readiness, and how do these views of readiness differ from those of 
teachers? 
5. How does parental acceptance of prekindergarten programs compare with their 
acceptance of transitional kindergarten programs? 
Methodology 
Participants 
 Participants for this survey were the parents of children enrolled in transitional 
kindergarten, kindergarten, first, and second grades in the Guthrie Center Schools for the 
2008-2009 school year. Current classroom teachers of the same grades were also involved in 
data collection. Surveys were sent to 100 families and six teachers. 
Measures 
 Measures of academic success included the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literary Skills (DIBELS) and the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) in Reading and 
Math. Social skills were assessed through teacher ratings on the Social Skills Rating System 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990). Additionally, data were gathered via parent and teacher surveys 
developed for the present study. 
DIBELS 
 DIBELS (University of Oregon Center on Teaching and Learning) are a group of 
standardized, individually-administered literacy assessments and includes five independent 
measures: initial sound fluency (ISF), letter naming fluency (LNF), phoneme segmentation 
fluency (PSF), non-sense word fluency (NWF), and oral reading fluency (ORF). 
Kindergarten students are administered the ISF test in the fall and winter of the school year; 
the LNF in the fall, winter, and spring; and the PSF and NWF tests in the winter and spring. 
First graders take the LNF, PSF, and NWF tests in the fall, and the PSF, NWF, and ORF tests 
in the winter and spring (Good & Kaminski, 2002). 
 The ISF test assesses a child’s phonological awareness skills by showing the student 
four named pictures and asking him/her to identify (verbally or via pointing) which picture 
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begins with a given sound. Students are also asked to give the beginning sound for some 
pictures. The number of questions (out of 16 possible) is multiplied by 60 and divided by the 
number of seconds taken to answer all questions to produce the ISF score. Children are 
expected to reach the benchmark score of 25 by the winter of kindergarten. The ISF test has a 
.72 alternate-form reliability score in the winter of kindergarten, with a .91 average when the 
measure is repeated four times. Criterion validity for the winter of kindergarten is .48 with 
the DIBELS phoneme segmentation fluency measure, and .36 with the Woodcock-Johnson 
Psycho-Educational Battery readiness cluster score. Predictive validity scores of .45 and .36 
are reported for the spring first grade oral reading fluency assessment and the Woodcock-
Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery Total Reading Cluster standard score, respectively (as 
cited in University of Oregon). 
 The LNF test is used as a risk assessment measure. A random mix of upper and lower 
case letters are presented, with the student being asked to name as many letters as possible in 
one minute. Students naming more than 8, 27, and 40 letters per minute in the fall, winter, 
and spring of kindergarten (respectively) are consider at low risk of future literacy problems. 
The low risk level for students in the fall of first grade is 37 or more letters per minute. The 
LNF test has a .88 one-month alternate-form reliability score in kindergarten. Criterion 
validity is .70 with the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised readiness 
cluster standard score. Predictive validity scores of .65 and .71 are reported for the first grade 
oral reading fluency assessment and the first-grade Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational 
Battery-Revised Reading Cluster standard score, respectively (as cited in University of 
Oregon). 
 The PSF test measures students’ phonological awareness by asking them to say the 
individual sounds in three and four phoneme words. The number of correct phonemes/sounds 
produced in one minute is recorded, with the ultimate benchmark being 35 phonemes per 
minute by the end of first grade. The PSF test has a .88 two-week alternate-form reliability 
score, with a .79 one-month mark in the spring of kindergarten. Concurrent validity for the 
same time period is .54 with the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery Readiness 
Cluster score. Predictive validity scores of .62, .68 and .62 are reported between the spring 
kindergarten PSF assessment and winter nonsense word fluency, the spring kindergarten PSF 
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assessment and  spring-of-first-grade Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery total 
Reading Cluster score and the spring kindergarten PSF assessment and the spring first grade 
oral reading fluency test, respectively (as cited in University of Oregon).  
 The NWF test consists of randomly selected vowel-consonant and consonant-vowel-
consonant words (examples include “lut” and “sim”). The reason for using nonsense words 
and not real CVC (consonant-vowel-consonant) or VC (vowel-consonant) words is that the 
nonsense words are unfamiliar to the child and therefore offer no significant advantage to any 
student, whereas using words such as, “cat,” or “sun,” might be familiar to the students for 
various reasons. During this assessment, the student is given one minute to verbalize as many 
letter sounds and/or words as possible. A higher score is given to students who can fluently 
read the words, without having to independently decode each letter sound. The benchmark 
for this part of the assessment is 50 letter sounds per minute by the end of first grade. The 
NWF test has a .83 one-month alternate-form reliability score. Concurrent validity marks 
with the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised Readiness Cluster score 
are .36 in January of first grade and .59 in February of first grade. Predictive validity scores 
of .82, .60, and .66 are reported between the winter first grade NWF test and the spring first 
grade oral reading fluency assessment, the spring second grade oral reading fluency 
assessment, and Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery Total Reading Cluster 
score, respectively (as cited in University of Oregon). 
 The final measure, ORF, is assessed by asking the student to read three different 
passages aloud for one minute each. The median number of words read correctly is recorded 
as the score, with the goal of 40 words per minute at the end of first grade. The ORF test has 
test-retest reliability scores between .92 and .97, with alternate form reliability between .89 
and .94. Criterion validity scores range from .52 to .91 (as cited in University of Oregon). 
Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) in Reading 
 The MAT reading test is a standardized, norm-referenced, group administered literacy 
assessment. The Sounds and Print subtest is given across two settings to kindergarten 
students in late April each year. Skills such as selecting rhyming words, identifying words 
that end and begin with the same sound as a given word, and matching words to pictures are 
assessed. Raw scores can be translated into percentile ranks, stanine scores, and grade 
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equivalents, among others. A nation-wide representative norming sample was utilized, with 
test-retest and alternate reliability scores exceeding .80 for all subtests.  
Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) in Math 
The MAT math test is a standardized, norm-referenced, group administered 
mathematics assessment. The Procedures subtest consists of 20 questions, while the Concepts 
and Problems subtest contains 32 questions. This test is administered to first grade students 
in late March each year. Skills such as numeral recognition, addition, subtraction, 
measurement, counting, time, patterning, sorting, graphing, and geometrical understanding 
are assessed. Scoring for this test follows procedures described above for MAT reading. 
The Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) 
 The Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) is a nationally 
standardized questionnaire designed to provide data on various aspects of students’ social 
skills. The teacher form for elementary students was used in this project. Two subscales exist 
for this measure-social skills and problem behaviors. Teachers will be asked to rate how 
often (1-never, 2-sometimes, 3-very often) they observe students exhibiting 30 different 
behaviors on the social skills subscale in the areas of cooperation, assertion, and self-control 
and 18 different behaviors on the problem behaviors subscales, with areas of externalizing 
(aggressive behaviors and temper issues), internalizing (feelings of sadness and/or anxiety), 
and hyperactivity (fidgeting and impulsivity). Published levels of internal consistency 
(Cronbach alpha) levels for the teacher-rated elementary school subscales are as follows:  .92 
(cooperation), .86 (assertion), .91 (self control), .88 (externalizing), .78 (internalizing), and 
.87 (hyperactivity). The alpha level for the overall social skills scale is .94; for the overall 
problem behaviors scale is .88. In the present study, Test-retest reliability scores on the 
teacher form of the social skills and problem behaviors subscales are .85 and .84, 
respectively. The authors cite evidence for concurrent, construct, and content validity; in 
addition, scores discriminated between children who were typically developing and those 
with diagnosed disabilities. 
Parent survey 
 Items assessed in the parent survey include the importance of various factors in 
families’ perspectives regarding kindergarten readiness, previous educational experiences of 
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children, and types of activities families engage in at home with their children. Parental 
beliefs on retention, the Guthrie Centers Schools transitional kindergarten program, and 
potential pre-kindergarten programs (as proposed by the state legislature) were also gathered, 
in addition to basic demographic data. 
Teacher Survey 
 A survey of the current transitional kindergarten, kindergarten, first, and second grade 
classroom teachers in the Guthrie Center Schools was administered using the same protocol 
as the parent survey. Opinions on the importance of the same readiness factors from the 
parent survey were gathered, in addition to teacher expectations regarding families’ 
activities/interactions with their children and information on teacher background/licensure. 
Procedures 
Following approval of all measures by the school district and by the Iowa State 
University Institutional Review Board, informed consents and parent surveys were sent to all 
parents of children in transitional kindergarten through second grade in the Guthrie Center 
community schools.  
A list of families of all current transtitional kindergarten through second grade 
children in the Guthrie Center School district and classroom teachers of these children was 
obtained from the Guthrie Center Community Schools. A letter of explanation, informed 
consent documents, and the surveys were delivered in person or via a homework folder sent 
home with school children. A reminder notice was sent one week after the initial packet 
(delivered in person or via a homework folder sent home with school children). A second 
survey was delivered in person or via a homework folder sent home with school children 10 
days after the initial contact. Phone contact was made (where possible) two weeks after the 
intial contact. 
Following receipt of the parent surveys and informed consent forms, children’s 
achievement test scores in kindergarten, first, and second grade were obtained from district 
files. In addition, the child’s current teacher was asked to complete a social skills assessment 
for the child. Finally, classroom teachers were asked to complete the teacher survey on 
kindergarten readiness.  
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Results 
Descriptives 
 Sixty of the 100 distributed surveys were returned, for a response rate of 60%. These 
60 surveys provided data for 69 of 116 potential transitional kindergarten through second 
grade students, for a rate of 59%. Five of the 60 surveys (with data on six students) were 
returned without the consent to include child data. Nine of the returned surveys were from 
families with two children in the targeted grades. For these families, only data for the oldest 
child was utilized, as this method provided more data to examine. Background information 
for student participants is shown in Table 1. Table 2 shows parental descriptives. Years of 
education was computed by recoding the categories from the parent survey as follows:  
category one (less than a high school diploma = 10 years of education), categories two and 
three (high school diploma/GED = 12 years of education), category four (some college/post 
high school training = 13 years of education), category five (two year college degree = 14 
years of education), category six (four year college degree = 16 years of education), and 
category seven (graduate degree = 18 years of education). 
Additionally, all six of the teacher surveys were returned by the classroom teachers of 
children in the targeted grade levels. Background information for teacher participants is 
shown in Table 3. Mean levels of teaching experience are shown in Table 4. 
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Table 1.  
Frequency information for study student participants (N=69) 
Characteristic n %       
Gender 
  
  
 
 
Male 31 44.93   
 
 
Female 38 55.07   
 2008-2009 grade level     
 
 
TK 5 7.25   
 
 
K 27 39.13   
 
 
1 17 st 24.64   
 
 
2 20 nd 28.99   
 Age when beginning kindergarten    
 
 
5 45 65.22   
 
 
6 15 21.74   
 Marital status     
 
 
Married/partner 58 84.06   
 
 
Divorced/Separated 7 10.14   
 
 
Single/no partner 3 4.35   
 Survey respondent     
 
 
Mother 62 89.86   
 
 
Father 5 7.25   
 
 
Other 1 1.45   
 Special services     
 
 
IEP 5 7.25   
 
 
Special education 2 2.90   
 
 
Speech 11 15.94   
 
 
Occupational therapy 2 2.90   
 
 
Physical therapy 1 1.45   
   Other services 4 5.80       
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Table 2. 
  Parental descriptives (N=69)   
 
M SD 
Years of education     
   Mothers 14.22 1.76 
   Fathers 13.28 1.80 
Work Hours 
     Respondent 31.74 15.10 
   Spouse/Partner 36.92 17.89 
 
Table 3. 
 Frequency information for study teacher participants (N=6) 
Characteristics  n %       
Female 6 100.00   
 
       Endorsements     
 
 
PreK 3 50.00   
 
 
PreK Special Education 2 33.33   
 
 
K-3 6 100.00    
 
K-3 Special Education 2 33.33   
 
 
4-6 5 83.33   
 
 
4-6 Special Education 0 .00   
 
 
Reading 5 83.33    
 
Coaching 1 16.67   
   Language Arts 1 16.67       
 
Table 4. 
 Years of teacher experience (N=6) 
  M SD 
Preschool .33 .82 
Transitional Kindergarten .17 .41 
Kindergarten .67 1.21 
First Grade 2.00 2.76 
Second Grade 1.67 2.88 
Other 2.33 3.83 
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Research Questions 
Academics 
The effects of age at kindergarten entry on academics were addressed by the first 
research question: Does age at kindergarten entry predict later academic success after 
controlling for maternal education?  To answer this question, Pearson product-moment 
correlations were calculated, with results shown in Table 5. The only significant correlations 
between age at kindergarten entry and later academic performance (when controlling for 
maternal education) were for males in the study with letter naming fluency in the winter of 
kindergarten and first grade MAT-Math. No significant correlations were found for females 
in the study. Thus, overall, the findings of the present study do not support the conclusion 
that age at kindergarten entry predicts later academic success. 
Social Skills 
 The effects of age at kindergarten entry on social skills were addressed by the second 
research question: Does date of birth/age at kindergarten entry predict later social skill 
development?  Pearson product-moment correlations were also calculated to answer this 
question, with results shown in Table 6. The SSRS scale includes all of the first 30 items 
from the teacher rankings. The cooperative, assertiveness, and self- control subscales each 
consist of ten items, while the externalizing, internalizing, and hyperactivity subscales each 
consist of six items. Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was .95.  Alpha levels for the 
individual subscales were as follows: .93 (cooperation), .86 (assertion), .91 (self control), .83 
(externalizing), .91 (internalizing), and .83 (hyperactivity). The only significant correlations 
between age at kindergarten entry and later social skills were for females in the study on the 
assertion subscale. No significant correlations were found for males in the study. Therefore, 
these findings do not support the conclusion that age at kindergarten entry predicts later 
social skill development. 
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Table 5. 
  Correlations of age at kindergarten entry and scores on academic measures, 
controlling for maternal education (N=60) 
 
Age at 
Kindergarten Entry 
Academic Measure 
Males 
(n=28) 
Females 
(n=32) 
Initial Sounds Fluency (fall kindergarten) -.14 .03 
Initial Sounds Fluency (winter kindergarten)  .12 .02 
Letter Naming Fluency (fall kindergarten) -.07 -.25 
Letter Naming Fluency (winter kindergarten)   .61 -.24 * 
Letter Naming Fluency (spring kindergarten) .00 -.38 
Letter Naming Fluency (fall 1st grade) -.60 -.52 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (winter kindergarten) -.07 -.22 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (spring kindergarten) -.43 -.38 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (fall 1st grade) -.15 -.54 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (winter 1st grade) -.19 .00 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (spring 1st grade) -.09 .00 
Nonsense Word Fluency (winter kindergarten) -.06 -.26 
Nonsense Word Fluency (spring kindergarten) .01 .04 
Nonsense Word Fluency (fall 1st grade) -.08 -.21 
Nonsense Word Fluency (winter 1st grade)   .10 .00 
Nonsense Word Fluency (spring 1st grade) -.10 .00 
Oral Reading Fluency (winter 1st grade) -.06 .00 
Oral Reading Fluency (spring 1st grade) -.15 .00 
Oral Reading Fluency (fall 2nd grade) -.24 .00 
Metropolitan Reading Test (kindergarten) -.26 -.33 
Metropolitan Reading Test (1st grade) -.42 .00 
Metropolitan Math Test (1st grade)  .83 .00 ** 
* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
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Table 6. 
Correlations for age at entry and social skills measures (N=60) 
    Social Skills Measure Males (n = 28) Females (n = 32) 
 SSRS-all .21 -.34  
 
  
Cooperative .27 -.26 
 Assertiveness .19 -.42
 
* 
Self-control .10 -.21 
 Externalizing .34  .20 
 Internalizing -.07  .28 
 Hyperactivity .02  .10   
* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
 
  School Readiness 
To answer the third research question about the factors that parents and teachers see 
as most important for their child’s school readiness, information from the parent data set and 
information from the teacher data set was merged to create a new data set with designation of 
parent or teacher roles. T-tests were then used to compare teacher and parent views with 
results shown in Table 7. Parents rated the recommendations of both preschool and 
kindergarten teachers, along with their child’s maturity, academic skills, social skills, 
language abilities, and motor skills as the most important factors when considering 
kindergarten readiness. Teachers rated the recommendations of the kindergarten teacher and 
child’s maturity as the most important factors, followed by the, alternatives available, and the 
recommendations of the preschool teacher. The two groups differed significantly on the 
following factors: alternatives available, the recommendation of the kindergarten teacher, the 
opinion of family/friends, and the child’s maturity level. 
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Table 7. 
Group differences for views on readiness 
  
Parents  
(n = 69) 
Teachers  
(n = 6)     
  M SD M SD t df 
Age at kindergarten entry 2.29 .67 2.33 .52 -.14 72.00 
Alternatives available 2.09 .77 2.83 .41 -2.32 71.00 * 
Recommendation of preschool teacher 2.63 .52 2.83 .41 -1.13 6.50 
Recommendation of kindergarten teacher 2.68 .50 3.00 .00 -5.31 67.00 * 
Opinion of family and friends 1.79 .66 2.00 .00 -2.58 67.00 * 
Child's maturity 2.74 .44 3.00 .00 -4.91 67.00 * 
Child's academic skills 2.74 .44 2.50 .55 1.22 72.00 
Child's social skills 2.72 .45 2.67 .52 .28 72.00 
Child's language skills 2.75 .44 2.50 .55 1.32 72.00 
Child's motor skills 2.54 .53 2.50 .55 .19 72.00 
Child's attention span 2.38 .60 2.67 .52 -1.12 72.00 
Parent's previous school experiences 1.99 .78 2.33 .82 -1.04 72.00 
Concerns about retention 1.72 .86 2.33 .82 -1.68 72.00 
Concerns about future performance 2.46 .80 2.67 .52 -.63 72.00 
* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
Parental Actions 
Correlations and t-tests were again used to answer the fourth research question: How 
do parent characteristics (e.g., education, employment status) and actions relate to their view 
of readiness, and how does this view of readiness differ from teachers? Prior to the analysis 
for this question, a scale entitled “home” was created from the questionnaire items that asked 
about how often parents engaged in activities such as reading and working together with their 
children. The scale consisted of 13 items with a Cronbach’s alpha level of .71. Results from 
t-tests comparing parent and teacher views on home activities are shown in Table 8. Parents 
and teachers differed significantly on their views on reading at home, telling stories at home, 
and discussing television programs at home.  
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Table 8. 
Group differences for views on home activities 
  Parents (n = 69)   Teachers (n = 6)   
  M SD M SD t df 
Read at home 1.78 .42 2.00 .00   -4.35 67.00 ** 
Teach academics at home 1.34 .64 1.67 .52   -1.22 72.00 
Teach music at home  .75 .84 1.33 .82  -1.64 72.00 
Tell stories at home .90 .79 1.67 .52 -2.32 72.00 * 
Sing at home 1.22 .73 1.33 .82   -.36 72.00 
Do art at home .85 .68 .83 .75    .07 72.00 
Play games at home 1.41 .63 1.50 .84   -.32 72.00 
Work together 5.17 .83 5.17 .41    .00 70.00 
Play together at home 5.62 .60 5.83 .41   -.84 70.00 
Read together 5.42 .70 5.83 .41 -2.18 8.01 
Discuss TV shows 4.06 1.31 5.50 0.55 -2.65 70.00 ** 
Discuss current events 3.91 1.46 5.00 1.10 -1.77 70.00 
Eat together 5.50 1.04 5.83 .41   -.77 70.00 
* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
 Table 9 shows the correlations between demographic variables and scores on the 
home activity scale. Although there were statistically significant correlations among the 
demographic characteristics, only paternal education was statistically significantly correlated 
with parent report of home learning activities.  
Table 9 
 
  
Correlations between home scale and demographic characteristics. (n = 69) 
Gender Current 
Grade 
Age at 
Entry 
Marital 
Status 
Respon
dent 
Work 
Hours 
Spouse 
Work 
Hours 
Mother 
Educ. 
Father
Educ. 
Home Scale .04 -.01 .02 .05 .02 -.10 .20 .25* 
Gender 
 .01 -.04 .10 .04 .09 .15 -.12 Current Grade 
  -.14 -.02 .08 -.05 -.01 .11 
Age at Entry    -.15 -.15 .06 -.15 .11 
Marital Status     .14 -.53** .07 -.13 
Respondent 
Work Hours      -.28* .10 .24* 
Spouse Work 
Hours       .04 -.12 
Mother Educ. 
       .48** 
* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
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Program Comparison 
The final research question (How does parental acceptance of prekindergarten 
programs compare with their acceptance of transitional kindergarten programs?) was 
answered via the use of cross tab and chi square analysis. Chi square results are shown in 
Table 10. 
Table 10. 
Comparison of views on transitional kindergarten versus pre-kindergarten programs 
(n=69) 
 
Would Not  More     
Issue Change Interest Interested χ p 2 
Transportation provided 35 (92%) 3 (8%) 31.95 <.001 
Length of program/day care 26 (76%) 8 (24%) 5.07 0.08 
 
Discussion 
 Data analysis from the first research questions indicated that age at kindergarten entry 
had little effect on future academic performance, as the only significant correlations were for 
males only on the DIBELS subtest of letter naming fluency in the winter of kindergarten and 
the math version of the Metropolitan Achievement Test in first grade. These findings provide 
limited support for the results of both McNamara, et al. (2004) who found higher academic 
skills for older children in some (but not all) areas of reading readiness, and Freberg (1991) 
who found statistically significant correlations between age at kindergarten entry and later 
academic performance. Stipek and Byler (2001) specifically found early academic 
advantages (that later faded) for children who were older at kindergarten entry, in addition to 
higher scores in areas of math, although their overall conclusion was of little lasting 
advantage for children to wait to begin kindergarten. The results of the current study are 
largely consistent with the findings of Morrison, et al. (1997), Kundert, et al. (1995), and 
Dietz and Wilson (1985) who did not find academic advantages for children who entered 
kindergarten at a later age. This may be due in part to smaller sample sizes, different 
populations being studied, or different measures of academic success being used, but the 
literature base on the effects of age at school entry in its entirety does not indicate a strong 
consensus for either younger or older children. In the current study, approximately 22% of 
the survey respondents began kindergarten at the age of six, as compared with estimated red-
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shirting rates of 7-9% in previous literature (Frey, 2005; Graue & DiPerna, 2000; Graue, et 
al., 2003; Oshima & Domaleski, 2006; West, et al., 2000), which could also contribute to 
differences in results. Recent pressure from federal legislation such as No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) to increase the academic performance of children may be leading to a more wide 
spread increase in rates of red-shirting and grade retention. 
 Examination of the second research question (dealing with the effects of age at school 
entry on future social skills) showed no significant correlations between any of the social 
skills measures for children of either gender. These findings are in opposition to those of 
Stipek and Byler (2001), who reported better teacher relationships and statistically 
significantly better (although relatively small) social outcomes for older students. Differences 
in sample sizes again may have impacted these findings, as the current study utilized only a 
small sample of children from each grade level. Additionally, a sample from a more diverse 
geographic location may have yielded different results. 
Research question three addressed the factors that parents and teachers viewed as 
most important in terms of children’s readiness for school. These two groups differed in their 
ratings of importance of the following factors:  what alternatives are available for younger 
children (besides entering kindergarten), the recommendation of the kindergarten teacher 
following kindergarten round-up, and the child’s maturity level, with the teacher group rating 
each of these three factors as more important than the parent group. Although the teachers 
may naturally put more emphasis on their own opinions than parents, the teacher group was 
also composed of only six individuals, which may have affected the results. Items rated as 
most important by the teacher group were the recommendations of the kindergarten teacher 
after kindergarten round-up and the child’s maturity level. Parents viewed their child’s 
language skills as the most important, followed closely by their child’s maturity level, 
academic skills, and social skills. Previous findings in this area have been reported by Kim et 
al. (2005), Lin, et al. (2003), and Wesley and Buysse (2003). These studies all reported that 
parents and teachers viewed social skills as more important than academic skills when 
determining children’s readiness for school. Findings in this area may be changing as recent 
legislation (NCLB) increases the emphasis on academic skills. Scott-Little, et al. (2006) and 
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Graue (2006), however, both reported that parent and teacher views on readiness may vary in 
different regions. 
The fourth research question in the current study dealt with the relationship between 
parental characteristics (such as education levels, employment status, and parenting 
activities) and parental views of readiness, in addition to examining the difference between 
parent and teacher views on parenting activities. Parents rated playing, eating, reading, and 
working together at home as the most important, while teachers gave the highest ratings to 
the same four items in addition to discussing television shows and current events at home. 
The two groups differed significantly on their views of reading at home, telling stories at 
home, and discussing television shows at home. No statistically significant correlations 
between parental characteristics (such as marital status, work hours, and education levels) 
and the items relating to home activities were found for the participants in this study, with the 
exception of paternal education. Small sample size limited the range of values for these 
characteristics. A larger sample size may have revealed more diversity in opinions. 
The final research question of the current study compared parental acceptance of 
prekindergarten (state initiated four year old preschool) and transitional kindergarten (locally 
implemented alternative for children age-eligible for kindergarten). Seventy eight percent of 
respondents indicated they would have been interested in a prekindergarten program had one 
been available. The availability of wrap around child care and district transportation would 
not have changed interest levels for 67% and 62% of the respondents respectively. For the 
transitional kindergarten program, making the program full day would not have changed 
interest for 52% of parents, would have increased interest for 33%, and would have 
decreased interest for the remaining 15%. Offering district-sponsored transportation would 
not have changed interest levels for 58% of parents, while 39% would have been more 
interested, and 3% less interested. 
Limitations 
 This study provides information from a focused examination of one school district’s 
population. The effects of age on academic and social skills, as well as parental and teacher 
views of readiness are presented as well. The primary limitation of this study would be the 
small sample size limited to one school district. Due to the size of the sample, some 
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subgroups (particularly gender groups in each grade level) did not contain large numbers of 
participants; therefore, the study may not have had sufficient power to detect the effects of 
variables such as age at kindergarten entry.  
As with all research, not all potential students were included in this study due to 
return rates; generalization to other populations and geographical areas may be limited. 
Additionally, this research was conducted and data were analyzed by a member of the group 
being studied. On the other hand, findings might well differ across communities with 
different community expectations. Therefore, it is important to study questions related to 
kindergarten readiness within the context of the community.  
Implications 
 Future research in this area is still needed, as consensus has not yet been reached as to 
the criteria for school readiness and the best preparation. There is also a need for clarification 
in the definitions used to describe the various early childhood education programs as unclear 
definitions make comparison of information difficult. Studies involving larger populations 
and more diverse settings would be helpful. Findings indicating little lasting benefit for 
children who begin kindergarten as six-year-olds would indicate a need to re-examine what is 
causing the increase in red-shirting practices.  This goal might best be accomplished through 
the use of parent interviews or focus groups. Increasing parental awareness in regards to 
current research findings might be helpful, as would examinations of local school district 
policies in regards to readiness testing and the use of alternative programs. 
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Appendix 1 
Parent Survey 
We want to learn about what families see as important for children when they begin 
school and what characteristics are related to children’s success in school. If you have 
more than one child in grades transitional kindergarten-second, please think about the 
child who was (or will be) in kindergarten most recently when answering these 
questions. 
1. Below are a list of factors you may have considered in determining how ready your 
child was to begin kindergarten. Please rate how important each of the factors was to you by 
circling the numeral that best indicates your feelings:   
 How important to you were the 
following factors in deciding whether 
your child was ready for 
kindergarten? 
not 
important 
somewhat 
important 
very 
important 
a. My child’s age when beginning kindergarten 1 2 3 
b. The availability of alternative placements 
(such as preschool, child care, etc.) to 
kindergarten. 
1 2 3 
c. The recommendations of my child’s 
preschool teacher/daycare provider 1 2 3 
d. The kindergarten teacher’s recommendation 
after kindergarten round-up 1 2 3 
e. The opinions of friends/family 1 2 3 
f. My child’s maturity level 1 2 3 
g. My child’s academic skills (letters, numbers) 1 2 3 
h. My child’s social skills (getting along with 
others, solving problems) 1 2 3 
i. My child’s language skills (such as speaking 
clearly, expressing ideas/needs) 1 2 3 
j. My child’s motor skills (running, holding a 
pencil, cutting) 1 2 3 
k. The length of my child’s attention span (that 
is, how long my child will spend on an 
activity) 
1 2 3 
l. Previous school experiences of older siblings 
or parents 1 2 3 
m. Concerns about possibly having to repeat 
kindergarten  1 2 3 
n. Concerns about how my child would do in 
the future (later elementary, junior high, or 
high school) 
1 2 3 
o. Other: please specify:  1 2 3 
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Now we’d like to ask you some questions about other kindergarten and 
prekindergarten experiences.  
2. Please indicate which experiences your child had in the year before beginning 
kindergarten. Please check all that apply: 
Program No Yes If Yes, how many hours per 
week? 
Head Start ___ ___ ____ hours per week 
Pre-school ___ ___ ____ hours per week 
Child Care center ___ ___ ____ hours per week 
Child Care Provider in his/her own 
home 
___ ___ ____ hours per week 
Child Care Provider in your home ___ ___ ____ hours per week 
Other (please describe):                                ___ ___ ____ hours per week 
Transitional Kindergarten 
Currently, the Guthrie Center school district has a transitional kindergarten program for children who 
are old enough to enter kindergarten. This program runs from 8:30-12:30, five days a week, with no 
school transportation provided at 12:30. Children who attend the transitional kindergarten program 
attend the regular kindergarten program during the next school year. The following questions ask 
about this program. 
 
3. Was transitional kindergarten available when your child began kindergarten? 
_____ yes  
_____ no 
 
4. If transitional kindergarten was NOT available when your child went to kindergarten, please 
indicate, how interested you would have been in a program like this for your child? 
_____ not interested 
_____ somewhat interested 
_____ very interested 
 
5. If transitional kindergarten WAS available for your child, did you consider sending your 
child to this program? 
_____ yes 
_____ no 
 
6. If transitional kindergarten were a full day program (8:30-3:30), would you be more or 
less interested in this program? 
_____ less interested 
_____ more interested 
_____ would not change my interest 
 
7. If the school provided transportation at the end of the day, would you be more or less 
interested in this program? 
_____ less interested 
_____ more interested 
_____ would not change my interest 
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Prekindergarten 
Currently the Iowa legislature is providing funding to some school districts in Iowa for free 
part-day prekindergarten programs for children who are four years old by September 15. The 
following questions ask about prekindergarten programs. 
 
8. If a part-day prekindergarten HAD BEEN available in your child’s school, would you 
have considered sending your child to this program? 
_____ yes 
_____ no 
 
9. If the part-day prekindergarten had wrap-around child care available (for a fee), would 
you be more or less interested in this program? 
_____ less interested 
_____ more interested 
_____ would not change my interest 
 
10. If the school provided transportation at the end of the part-day prekindergarten, would 
you be more or less interested in this program? 
_____ less interested 
_____ more interested 
_____ would not change my interest 
 
Repeating a Grade 
11. Has your child ever repeated a grade? 
____ yes --------If yes, which grade?_______ 
____ no    
 
12. How willing would you be to have your child repeat a grade if recommended by the 
school or teachers? 
_____ 
_____ would consider repeating a grade  
definitely would not consider having my child repeat a grade    
_____ would be willing to have my child repeat a grade  
 
Now we’d like to learn about the kinds of activities you do with your child at home. 
13. In the past week
 
, have you or someone in your family done the following things with 
your child? If yes, please rate how often:  
 No Yes 1-2 times 3 or more times 
a. Read to him/her? No Yes ___ ___ 
b. Taught reading, spelling, or math? No Yes ___ ___ 
c. Taught songs or music? No Yes ___ ___ 
d. Told a story? No Yes ___ ___ 
e. Sang a song? No Yes ___ ___ 
f. Done arts and crafts? No Yes ___ ___ 
g. Played games or sports? No Yes ___ ___ 
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14. Please check the highest grade level you expect your child to complete:  
___ Less than high school diploma 
___ High School diploma 
___ GED 
___ Some college or post-high school vocational training 
___ Two-year college degree 
___ Four-year college degree 
___ Graduate degree 
 
15. Below is a list of activities you may have done at home with your child. Please rate each 
activity by circling the numeral that best represents how often you participate in each 
activity.  
 Almost 3 -5  
every 
day 
1 - 2 
times/
week 
times/
week 
1 - 3 
times/
month 
Less 
than 
monthly 
Almost 
never 
a. How often do adults in your 
family work with your child on 
things he/she is learning in 
school (such as letters, 
numbers)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
b. How often do adults in your 
family play with your child? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
c. How often do adults in your 
family read or look at books 
with your child? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
d. How often do adults in your 
family discuss TV programs 
that your child watches? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
e. How often do adults in your 
family discuss current events or 
community happenings with 
your child? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
f. How often do adults in your 
family eat a meal together? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Now we’d like to know some information about your child and your family to give an 
accurate description of the families who complete this survey. To ensure confidentiality, 
your responses will be combined with responses from others so that your child or family 
cannot be identified.  
 
16. How old was your child when he/she started kindergarten?  _____ years old 
 
17. What is your child’s birth date?  Month___ Day____ Year of birth ______ 
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18. What is your child’s gender?   
_____ male  
_____ female 
 
19. What grade is your child is in now? 
_____ transitional kindergarten 
_____ kindergarten 
_____ first grade 
_____ second grade 
 
20. Has your child ever received any of the following special education or support services 
(please check all that apply)? 
_____ IEP (Individual Education Program) 
_____ special education 
_____ speech therapy  
_____ occupational therapy  
_____ physical therapy 
_____ other (please specify:_____________) 
 
21. Please indicate the highest level of education that this child’s parents have completed: 
Mother  Father  
1  1 Less than high school diploma 
2  2 High School diploma 
3  3 GED (General Education Diploma) 
4  4 Some college or post-high school vocational training 
5  5 Two-year college degree 
6  6 Four-year college degree 
7  7 Graduate degree 
 
22. Please describe your relationship to this child:  
_____ mother  
_____ father 
_____ other (Please specify: _______________) 
 
23. What is your current marital status? 
_____ Married or living with a partner 
_____ Divorced or separated 
_____ Widowed 
_____ Single, Not living with a partner. 
 
24. How many hours per week do you work outside the home?  
_____ hours per week 
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25. How many hours per week does your spouse/partner work outside the home? 
_____ hours per week 
_____ Not applicable  
 
26. Please indicate the number of people in your household in the each of following age 
groups.  
Be sure to include yourself: 
 Number in household 
Age group 0 1 2 3 or more 
Under 2 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
2 – 6 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
7 – 11 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
12 – 18 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
19 – 29 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
30 – 44 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
45 – 65 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
66 – 79 years ___ ___ ___ ___ 
80 years or older ___ ___ ___ ___ 
 
Please use this space for any additional comments you would like to provide: 
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Appendix 2 
Teacher Survey 
 
We want to learn about what teachers see as important for children when they begin 
school and what characteristics are related to children’s success in school.  
1. Below are a list of factors you may consider important in determining how ready children 
are to begin kindergarten. Please rate how important each of the factors are to you by 
circling the numeral that best indicates your feelings:   
 How important to you are the following 
factors in deciding whether a child is ready 
for kindergarten? 
not important somewhat 
important 
very 
important 
a. The child’s age when beginning 
kindergarten……… 1 2 3 
b. The availability of alternative 
placements (such as preschool, child 
care, etc.) to kindergarten. ……… 
1 2 3 
c. The recommendations of the child’s 
preschool teacher/daycare provider……. 1 2 3 
d. The kindergarten teacher’s 
recommendation after kindergarten 
round-up………………………… 
1 2 3 
e. The opinions of other friends/family 1 2 3 
f. The child’s maturity level……………… 1 2 3 
g. The child’s academic skills (knowing 
letters, numbers) ………………………. 1 2 3 
h. The child’s social skills (getting along 
with others, solving problems) ……… 1 2 3 
i. The child’s language skills (such as 
speaking clearly, expressing ideas/needs) 1 2 3 
j. The child’s motor skills (running, 
holding a pencil, cutting)……………… 1 2 3 
k. The length of the child’s attention span 
(that is, how long the child will spend on 
an activity)………………………… 
1 2 3 
l. Previous school experiences of older 
siblings or parents…………………….. 1 2 3 
m. Concerns about possibly having to repeat 
kindergarten ……………………………. 1 2 3 
n. Concerns about how the child would do 
in the future (later elementary, junior 
high, or high school) 
1 2 3 
o. Other: please specify:…….....................  1 2 3 
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Now we’d like to ask you some questions about other earl y childhood experiences.  
Currently, the Guthrie Center school district has a transitional kindergarten program for 
children who are old enough to enter kindergarten. This program runs from 8:30-12:30, five 
days a week, with no school transportation provided at 12:30. Children who attend the 
transitional kindergarten program attend the regular kindergarten program during the next 
school year. The following questions ask about this program. 
Transitional Kindergarten 
 
2. Have you ever recommended that a child age eligible for kindergarten go to transitional 
kindergarten? 
_____ yes  
_____ no 
 
3. How helpful do you believe that transitional kindergarten would be for the children you 
have taught? 
_____ not helpful 
_____ somewhat helpful 
_____ very helpful 
 
4. If you recommended transitional kindergarten to a child in your program, how important 
were the following criteria to your recommendation? (please circle a number for each 
criteria) 
  How Important? 
  
Criteria: 
Not at all  
important 
 Very 
important 
a.  academic skills (such as counting, 
letter/numeral/color recognition, pre-
literacy 
skills)…………………………… 1 2 3 4 
b.  fine/gross motor 
skills…………………... 1 2 3 4 
c.  social skills (getting along with others, 
following 
directions)……………………. 1 2 3 4 
d.  language 
skills………………………….. 1 2 3 4 
Currently the Iowa legislature is providing funding to some school districts in Iowa for free 
part-day prekindergarten programs for children who are four years old by September 15. The 
following questions ask about prekindergarten programs. 
Prekindergarten 
 
5. Do you support adding such a program to your school? 
_____ yes 
_____ no 
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6.  Should this program be open to all children, or only those at risk for school failure?  
 _____ yes 
 _____ no 
 
7.  If your school could only offer one of the two following programs, which one would you 
choose?  
_____Transitional kindergarten 
_____Prekindergarten  
8. Have you ever recommended that a child in your class repeat a grade? 
Repeating a Grade 
____ yes --------If yes, which grade?_______ 
____ no    
 
9.  How willing would you be to recommend a child in your class repeat a grade? 
_____ 
_____ would consider recommending repeating a grade  
definitely would not recommend having a child repeat a grade    
_____ would be willing to recommend having a child repeat a grade  
Now we’d like to ask you about kinds of activities you expect parents do with their 
children at home. 
10.  Below is a list of activities parents may do at home with their child. Please rate how 
often you would expect parents to do each activity by circling the numeral that best 
represents your opinion.  
 Almost 
every
3 -5  
times/ 
day 
1 - 2 
times/
week 
1 - 3 
times/
week 
Less 
than 
month 
Almost 
monthly never 
a. How often do adults in the 
family work with the child on 
things he/she is learning in 
school (such as letters, 
numbers)?................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
b. How often do adults in the 
family play with the child?......... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
c. How often do adults in the 
family read or look at books 
with the child?............................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
d. How often do adults in the 
family discuss TV programs 
that the child watches?............... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
e. How often do adults in the 
family discuss current events or 
community happenings with the 
child?.......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
f. How often do adults in the 
family eat a meal together?........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  59 
 
 
 
11.  In one wee
 
k, how often would you expect parents or someone in the family to do the 
following things with their child?  
 Would not 
expect 
1-2 
times 
3 or more times 
a. Read to him/her?.............................. ___ ___ ___ 
b. Teach reading, spelling, or math?.... ___ ___ ___ 
c. Teach songs or music?..................... ___ ___ ___ 
d. Tell a story?..................................... ___ ___ ___ 
e. Sing a song?..................................... ___ ___ ___ 
f. Do arts and crafts?........................... ___ ___ ___ 
g. Play games or sports?...................... ___ ___ ___ 
 
Now we’d like to know some information about you to give an accurate description of 
the people who complete this survey. To ensure confidentiality, your responses will be 
combined with responses from others so that you cannot be identified.  
 
12.  What is your gender?   
_____ male  
_____ female 
 
13.  Please list below what grade levels you are currently certified to teach, as well as any 
endorsements you have. 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
14.  Please indicate the number of years you have taught each of the following grade levels.  
 
 Number of years 
Grade Level  
Preschool………………..  
Head Start……………….  
Transitional Kindergarten  
Kindergarten……………  
1st grade…………………  
2nd   grade 
Other (please specify):….  
  
  
 
Please use this space for any additional comments you would like to provide: 
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Appendix 3 
 
Parent Consent Letter 
September 19, 2008 
 
Katie Christoffersen 
Guthrie Center Elementary School 
900 N. 4th
Guthrie Center, IA  50115 
 St. 
(641)332-2720 
 
Dear Parent or Guardian, 
 
As many of you know, I am a kindergarten teacher with the Guthrie Center Community 
School district and am currently working on my master’s degree in human development and 
family studies at Iowa State University.  As part of my degree program, I am conducting a 
research study about what families and schools see as important for children when they begin 
school and what characteristics are related to children’s success in school.  
 
This letter is being sent to the families of all current transitional kindergarten, kindergarten, 
first, and second grade children in the Guthrie Center School district.  Part of this study will 
involve examining cumulative school records in order to obtain students’ scores on such 
assessments as the DIBELS and Metropolitan Achievement Test.  Your child’s assessment 
results will not be included in this study without your consent, and a permission form 
granting access to school records is included with this letter.  
 
A second part of the study involves a parent survey about school readiness.  The survey is 
included with this letter as well.  The information from this survey will be considered when 
examining our current kindergarten curriculum and educational experiences that are available 
for young children in our school district. Your child’s teacher will also be asked to participate 
in this study by completing a teacher survey and checklist about your child’s social skills in 
the school setting.  Items on this checklist ask about social and academic skills. 
 
Your identity will be kept confidential and your participation is entirely voluntary.  If you 
prefer that your child’s assessment scores not be included in this study, you may still 
complete just the parent survey.  Only group results will be reported so that the identity of 
children, parents, or teachers will not be individually identifiable. If you would like to 
participate in this study, please return the completed survey and/or permission form in the 
enclosed envelope to your child’s teacher by next Friday (September 26th).  I will then collect 
the surveys and permission forms.  Please feel free to contact me at the address or phone 
number above if you have any questions or concerns.  I can also be reached via e-mail at 
kchri@guthrie.k12.ia.us  Thank you for your help with this project! 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Christoffersen 
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Appendix 4 
 
Teacher Consent Letter 
September 19, 2008 
 
Katie Christoffersen 
Guthrie Center Elementary School 
900 N. 4th
Guthrie Center, IA  50115 
 St. 
(641)332-2720 
 
Dear Teacher, 
 
As many of you know, I am currently working on my master’s degree in human development 
and family studies at Iowa State University. As part of my degree program, I am conducting 
a research study about what families and schools see as important for children when they 
begin school and what characteristics are related to children’s success in school.  
 
This letter is being sent to the families of all current transitional kindergarten, kindergarten, 
first, and second grade children in the Guthrie Center School district.  Part of this study will 
involve examining cumulative school records in order to obtain students’ scores on such 
assessments as the DIBELS and Metropolitan Achievement Test.  Children’s assessment 
results will not be included in this study without parent consent.  
 
A second part of the study involves a survey about school readiness.  The teacher version of 
the survey is included with this letter.  The information from this survey will be considered 
when examining our current kindergarten curriculum and educational experiences that are 
available for young children in our school district. As a classroom teacher, we will also be 
asking you to participate in this study by completing a teacher survey and checklist about the 
social skills of the children in your classroom. 
 
Your identity will be kept confidential and your participation is entirely voluntary.  Only 
group results will be reported so that the identity of children, parents, or teachers will not be 
individually identifiable. If you would like to participate in this study, please return the 
completed survey and permission form in the enclosed envelope to me by next Friday 
(September 26th).  I will then be in contact with you about completing the social skills 
checklists for the children whose parents give permission.  Please feel free to contact me at 
the address or phone number above if you have any questions or concerns.  I can also be 
reached via e-mail at kchri@guthrie.k12.ia.us  Thank you for your help with this project! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Katie Christoffersen 
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Appendix 5 
 
Reminder Letter 
October 2, 2008 
 
Dear Parent or Guardian, 
 
Recently, you received information about a research project I am working on in regards to 
what families and schools see as important for children when they begin school and what 
characteristics are related to children’s success in school.  The information you share by 
participating in this project will help study our current kindergarten curriculum and 
educational experiences that are available for young children in our school district. 
 
If you have already completed and returned this survey, thank you very much for your time 
and information!  If you have not yet filled out the survey, I would like to encourage you to 
do so and have enclosed another copy if needed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Katie Christoffersen 
 
 
 
 
Phone Script 
Hello, this is Katie Christoffersen.  A few days ago, I sent you a letter about a research 
project that I am working on.  I haven’t received your survey back yet, and I was wondering 
if you would like to participate in this project. If you are interested in participating, I can 
send you another survey.  Thanks for your time! 
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Appendix 6 
 
Home Scale 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
  
Scale 
Mean if 
Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item 
Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if 
Item 
Deleted 
Question 13-read at home 36.05 26.72 0.36 0.70 
Question 13-academics at home 36.47 25.27 0.43 0.69 
Question 13-music at home 37.11 25.79 0.24 0.71 
Question 13-stories at home 36.92 24.13 0.46 0.68 
Question 13-sing at home 36.62 26.15 0.24 0.71 
Question 13-art at home 37.00 26.00 0.30 0.70 
Question 13-play at home 36.42 25.79 0.36 0.69 
Question 15a-work together 32.65 24.26 0.43 0.68 
Question 15b-play together 32.20 26.13 0.32 0.70 
Question 15c-read together 32.39 24.86 0.44 0.68 
Question 15d-discuss television 33.76 22.03 0.38 0.69 
Question 15e-discuss current events 33.91 19.07 0.57 0.65 
Question 15f-eat together 32.32 26.62 0.07 0.74 
 
 
 
